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Remarks 

The Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of 
the foregoing amendments and following remarks. Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 
1-10, 12, 17-23, 25, 30, 39.. 40, 45, 47, 48, 50-57, 59-62, 65 and 67 are pending, of which claims 
1, 17, 18 and 30 are independent. Claims 11, 13-16, 24, 26-29, 31-38, 41-44, 46, 49, 58, 63 and 
64 were previously canceled without prejudice. With this amendment, the language of 
dependent claims 66 and 68 has been moved to claims 17 and 30, respectively, and dependent 
claims 66 and 68 have been canceled without prejudice. 



CiiedArt 

In the final Office action, the Examiner cites the following references in rejecting the 
claims under 35 US.C § 1 03(a). 

1 . U.S. Publication No. 2003/0053541 to Sun et al. C'Sun publication"); 

2. U.S. Patent No. 5684602 to Tsuchiya et al. ("Tsuchiya patent"); 

3. U.S. Publication No. 2004/0228327 to Punjabi et al. ("Punjabi publication"); and 
3. U.S. Patent No. 6125147 to Florencio et al. ("Florencio patent"). 

The Applicants are citing the Punjabi publication in a concurrently filed Information 
Disclosure Statement to make this reference of record, since it was not cited in a form PT0892 
accompanying the final Office action. 



Response to Rejections of Claims J- JO, 12, 1 7~23, 25, 
30, 39-40, 45, 48, 50*57, 59-61, 65 and 67 
In the final Office action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-10, 12, 17-23, 25, 30, 39-40, 45, 
48, 50-57, 59-61, 65 and 67 under 35 U.S.C § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the Sun 
publication in view of the Tsuchiya patent and the Punjabi publication. Final Office action, 
pages 2-11. The Applicants respectfully disagree with the rejections. 
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Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites: 

parameterizing control information other than the encoded video data, 
including: 

setting a filter type selection that identifies one or more of plural 
different types of filters for post-processing filtering, wherein the control 
information other than the encoded video data includes the filter type selection; 
and 

setting filter information that varies depending on quality or bitrate 
of the encoded video data, wherein the control information other than the encoded 
video data further includes the filter information, and wherein the filter 
information is different than the filter type selection; 

wherein the control information facilitates adjustment by a decoder 
of the post-processing filtering of the video data after decoding of the encoded 
video data, the adjustment including: 

using the filter type selection to identify the one or more 

types of filters; and 

using the filter information to determine filter operations 
that are appropriate for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein 
the filter operations are for the identified one or more types of filters, and 
wherein, within settings defined by the control information for the post- 
processing filtering, the decoder can adjust the filter operations depending on 
processing cycles available to the decoder; 

outputting the encoded video data as well as the control information. 

Claim 1 is directed to video encoding in which control information other than encoded 
video data is output to facilitate adjustment of post-processing filtering by a decoder. Such 
control information includes a filter type selection (which identifies one or more of multiple 
different types of filters for post-processing filtering) as well as filter information that varies 
depending on quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, With the control information, a 
decoder can later adjust post-processing filtering by using the filter type selection to identify the 
one or more filters, and using the filter information to determine filter operations that are 
appropriate for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data. In this respect, the control 
information output by the encoder defines settings for post-processing filtering by a decoder, 
and. within the settings defined by the control information, the decoder can adjust the filter 
operations depending on processing cycles available to the decoder. 

The Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication, taken separately or in 
combination, fail to teach or suggest the above-cited language of claim 1 , for at least the 
following reasons. 
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As noted in response to the previous Office action, the Sun publication and Tsuchiya 
patent fail to teach or suggest "a filter type selection that identifies one or more of plural 
different types of filters for post-processing filtering, wherein the control information other than 
the encoded video data includes the filter type selection" and "filter information that varies 
depending on quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein the control information other 
than the encoded video data further includes the filter information, and wherein the filter 
information is different than the filter type selection,*' as recited in claim 1 . Addressing this 
language of claim 1 , the Examiner cites paragraphs 4 and 24 of the Sun publication and writes, 
"Sun teaches coding parameters as the motion vectors and reference frame information which 
affects the quality of the image and also meets the claim limitation." Final Office action, page 4. 

The Applicants acknowledge the Sun publication describes various aspects of adaptive 
filtering, including determining whether to perform or skip deblock filtering depending on 
coding parameters "that are generated during the coding process." Sun publication, % 24. Such * 
coding parameters (including the motion vectors and reference frame information cited by the 
Examiner) are part of the encoded video data, not "control information other than the encoded 
video data" as recited in claim 1 . The Sun publication thus fails to teach or suggest a "filtering 
type selection' 5 and "filter information" as recited in claim 1 . The Tsuchiya patent fails to • 
remedy this deficiency of the rejection, as it does not address control information for filtering. 

In the final Office action, the Examiner agrees that "Sun or Tsuchiya does not explicitly 

teach wherein the control information other than the encoded video data." Final Office action 

page 6. The Examiner therefore cites the Punjabi publication, writing; 

In the same field of endeavor, Punjabi teaches wherein the control information 
other than the encoded video data (see Abstract and paragraph [0008]; Punjabi 
describes a user being able to sel ect a channel that have different settings for 
encoding). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one having skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Sun in view of [] Tsuchiya 
in further view of Punjabi. The advantage of Punjabi is the control of the user to 
choose the best initial channel for the optimal coding conditions. 

Id. The Applicants respectfully disagree with the rejection and the Examiner's analysis for the 
following reasons. 

First, the Punjabi publication describes a system for switching between predetermined 
voice channels having different voice quality settings "related to codec selection, noise filters, 
jitter buffer size, echo cancellation, and the like." Punjabi publication, U 8. This is not in "the 
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same Field of endeavor' as the subject matter of claim 1 , which relates to video encoding and 
output of encoded video data and control information for video decoding. The Punjabi 
publication is even further from teaching or suggesting ''control information" that controls post- 
processing filtering after decoding of the encoded video data. At most the Punjabi publication 
describes selection between channels characterized by use of different codecs, noise filters, jitter 
buffer size, echo cancellation techniques, etc. Even if the noise filters and echo cancellation 
techniques relate to filtering, they relate to audio filtering. 

Second, the Examiner's proposed modification changes the principle of operation of the 
Sun publication. According to the Sun publication, the decision of whether to perform or skip 
deblock filtering depends on coding parameters u that are generated during the coding process 5 ' 
(Sun publication, f 24), which may include motion vectors and reference frame information in 
encoded video data, as noted by the Examiner. Changing this deblock filtering decision so that 
the decision is based upon control information outside the encoded video data, as proposed by 
the Examiner, changes the principle of operation of the Sun publication (see MPEP 2143.01), in 
that the decision is no longer made based upon information that was necessarily available for 
decoding, and so results of the filtering may begin to drift from expected results. 

Third, the "channel selection" feature of the Punjabi publication defines selections 
between different settings for codecs, noise filters, jitter buffer sizes, echo cancellation 
techniques, etc. Such settings are changed "when a voice problem arises 5 ' or other problem 
arises due to network congestion. Punjabi publication, % 8; see also *| 3. As such, different 
settings for the Punjabi publication are associated with different environment conditions, as 
opposed to the content of encoded data. There is no teaching or suggestion to use the channel 
selection feature of the Punjabi publication (where such feature controls environment settings 
and reacts to network state) to regulate deblock filtering as in the Sun publication (where such 
deblock filtering is dependent on the content of the encoded video data). 

For at least this reason, the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication, 
taken separately or in combination, fail to teach or suggest the above-cited language of claim 1. 

As a separate point, the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication fail to 
teach or suggest "using the filter information to determine filter operations that are appropriate 
for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein the filter operations are for the 
identified one or more types of filters, and wherein, within settings defined by the control 
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information for the postprocessing filtering, the decoder can adjust the filter operations 
depending on processing cycles available to the decoder," as recited in claim 1 . In rejecting 
claim 1, the Examiner acknowledges that the Sun publication does not teach "adjusting being 
based at least in part on processing cycles." Final Office action, page 5. The Suh publication is 
even further from teaching or suggesting control information that facilitates decoder-side 
adjustment of post-processing filtering depending on available processing cycles within settings 
defined by output control information for the post-processing filtering. 

The Examiner therefore cites the Tsuchiya patent, but the Tsuchiya patent fails to remedy 
this deficiency of the Sun publication. Even if, for the sake of argument, the Tsuchiya patent 
describes adjustment based on available processing cycles (as the Examiner contends), the 
Tsuchiya patent still fails to teach or suggest control information that facilitates decoder-side 
• adjustment of post-processing filtering depending on available processing cycles within settings 
defined by output control information for the postprocessing filtering. The Punjabi publication 
also fails to remedy this deficiency of the Sun publication. 

For at least this additional reason, the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi 
publication, taken separately or in combination, fail to teach or suggest the above-cited language 
of claim 1 . 

Inde pendent Claim 1 8 
Claim 18 recites: 

receiving encoded video data in a bitstream as well as control information 
in the bitstream for controlling post-processing filtering, the control information 
comprising data in the bitstream other than the encoded video data, wherein the 
control information includes; 

a filter type selection that identifies one or more of plural different 
types of filters for the post-processing filtering; and 

filter information that varies depending on quality or bitrate of the 
encoded video data, wherein the filter information is different than the filter type 
selection; 

decoding the encoded video data; 

determining available processing cycles; and 

adjusting the post-processing filtering on the decoded video data, the 
• adjustment including using the filter information to determine filter operations 
that are appropriate for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein 
the filter operations are for the one or more types of filters identified with the 
filter type selection, and wherein, within settings defined by the control 
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information for the post-processing filtering, the decoder can adjust the filter 
operations depending on the processing cycles available to the decoder. 

In the final Office action, the Examiner rejects independent claim 18 using the same 
arguments as in the rejection of claim 1 . Final Office action, page 7. For at least the reasons 
explained above with respect to the claim 1 language "control information other than the 
encoded video data** and "within settings defined by the control information for the post- 
processing filtering, the decoder can adjust the filter operations depending on the processing 
cycles available to the decoder," the Sun publication. Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication, 
taken separately or in combination, fail to teach or suggest the above-cited language of claim 18, 

For at least these reasons, claim 18 should be allowable. 



Independent Claims 17 and 30 

Claim 17, as amended, recites: 

with the computing device that implements the video encoder, 
parameterizing control information other than the encoded video data, including: 

setting a filter type selection that identifies one or more of plural 
different types of filters for post-processing filtering, wherein the control 
information other than the encoded video data includes the filter type selection; 
and 

setting filter information that varies depending on quality or bitrate 
of the encoded video data, wherein the control information other than the encoded 
video data further includes the filter information, and wherein the filter 
information is different than the filter type selection; 

wherein the control information facilitates adjustment by a decoder 
of the post-processing filtering of the video data after decoding, the adjustment 
including using the filter information to determine filter operations that are 
appropriate for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein the filter 
operations are for the one or more types of filters identified with the filter type 
selection, wherein, within settings defined by the control information for the post- 
processing filtering, the decoder ran adjust the filter operations depending on 
processing power available to the decoder, wherein, when the filter information 
indicates lower quality ot bitrate, the filter information tends to enable the post- 
processing filtering, and wherein, when the filter information indicates higher 
quality or bitrate, the filter information tends to disable the post-processing 
filtering; and 

with the computing device that implements the video encoder, outputting 
the encoded video data as well as the control information. 

Claim 30, as amended, recites: 
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receiving encoded video data in a bitstrearn as well as control information 
in the bitstrearn for controlling post-processing filtering, the control information 
comprising data in the bitstrearn other than the encoded video data, wherein the 
control information includes: 

a filter type selection that identifies one or more of plural different 
types of filters for the post-processing filtering; and 

filter information that varies depending on quality or bitratc of the 
encoded video data, wherein the filter information is different than the filter type 
selection; 

decoding the encoded video data; 

using the filter type selection to select one or more of plural different types 
of filters for post-processing filtering: 

determining available processing power; and 
adjusting the post-processing filtering on the decoded video data, 
including using the filter information to determine filter operations that are 
appropriate for the quality or bitrate of the encoded video data, wherein the filter 
Operations are for the selected one or more types of filters, wherein, within 
settings defined by the control information for the post-processing filtering, the 
decoder can adjust the filter operations depending on the processing power 
available to the decoder, wherein, when the filter information indicates lower 
quality or bitrate, the filter information tends to enable the post-processing 
filtering, and wherein, when the filter information indicates higher quality or 
bitrate, the filter information tends to disable the post-processing filtering. 

In the final Office action, the Examiner rejects independent claims 17 and 30 using the 
same arguments as in the rejection of claim 1 . Final Office action, pages 7-8. For at least the 
reasons explained above with respect to the claim 1 language "control information other than the 
encoded video data" and "within settings defined by the control information for the post- 
processing filtering, the decoder can adjust the filter operations depending on the processing 
cycles available to the decoder," the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication, 
taken separately or in combination, fail to teach or suggest the above-cited language of claims 17 
and 30, respectively. 

The Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication are even further from 
teaching or suggesting the further refinements of "when the filter information indicates lower 
quality or bitrate, the filter information tends to enable the post-processing filtering" and "when 
the filter information indicates higher quality or bitrate, the filter information tends to disable the 
post-processing filtering/' as recited in claims 17 and 30, respectively. 

For at least these reasons, claims 17 and 30 should be allowable. 
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Dependent Claims 2-10. 12, 19-23. 25. 39-40, 45, 48. 50-57. 59-61, 6S and 67 

Each of dependent claims 2-10, 12, 19-23, 25, 39-40, 45 ? 48, 50-57, 59-61 , 65 and 67 
under depends directly or indirectly from claim 1, 1 7, 1 8 or 30 and, for at least that reason, 
should be allowable. The Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate patentability of 
these dependent claims. 

Response to Rejections of Claims 47 and 62 
In the final Office action, the Examiner rejects claims 47 and 62 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over the Sun publication in view of the Tsuchiya patent, Punjabi 
publication and Florencio patent Final Office action, pages 11-12. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree with the rejections. 

Claim 47 depends from claim 18, and claim 62 depends from claim 30. As explained 
above, the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and Punjabi publication, taken separately or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest the above-cited language of claims 1 8 and 30, respectively. 
The Florencio patent fails to remedy this shortcoming of the rejections. The Florencio patent • 
describes "a method and apparatus for reducing bjeathing artifacts" (see Florencio patent; at : * 
Abstract) but, taken separately or in combination with the Sun publication, Tsuchiya patent and 
Punjabi publication, still fails to teach or suggest the above-cited language of claims 1 8 and 30/: 
respectively. 

The Applicants note the Examiner cites parts of the Florencio patent again st the 
"determining available CPU cycles for applying post-processing filtering" language of claim 47. 
Final Office action, page 12. The cited parts of the Florencio patent (element 230 of Figure 2, 
7:9-36) describe a controller 230 including a microprocessor that executes software routines. 
The cited parts of the Florencio patent fail to teach or suggest, however, adjusting processing 
based on available CPU cycles. 

For at least these reasons, dependent claims 47 and 62 should be allowable. The 
Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate patentability of these dependent claims. 

Conclusion and Request for Interview 
The claims in their present form should be allowable, Such action is respectfully 
requested. Should any issues remain, the Applicants invite the Examiner to telephone the 
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undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 
KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 

One World Trade Center, Suite 1600 
1.21 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503) 595-5300 
Facsimile: (503) 595-5301 




Kyle&fRmehi 
Registration No. 47,027 
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